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Action: Forward copies of the No Action/No Further Action Decision Critenia for Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site Document to the Environmental Protection Agency and
the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment

Enclosed is the document titled, “No Action/No Further Action (NFA) Decision Criteria for Rocky
Flats Environmental Technology Site and Memorandum of Understanding” (Enclosure 1) for your
review and transmittal to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Colorado
Department of Public Health and Environment (COPHE) (Enclosure 2). This document presents
the sitewide NFA criteria for the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site as defined by
Performance Measure 95-ER-003.

Please request a meeting with the EPA, COPHE, the Department of Energy, Rocky Flats Field
Office, and Kaiser-Hill to discuss the document and obtain conceptual agreement on the NFA
strategy.

If you have any questions, please call Laura Brooks at extension 6130.
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T. G. Hedanhl, Director
ER/WM&! Operations
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DRAFT : DRAFT DRAFT

Mr. Martin Hestmark

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI
ATTN: Rocky Flats Project Manager, 8BHWM-RI
999 18th Street, Suite 500, 8BWM-C

Denver, Colorado 80202-2405

Mr. Joe Schieffelin, Unit Leader

Hazardous Waste Control Program

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South

Denver, Colorado 80222-1530

 Gentlemen:

Enclosed is the document titled, “No Action/No Further Action (NFA) Decision Criteria for Rocky
Flats Environmental Technology Site and Memorandum of Understanding” for your review. This
document presents the sitewide NFA criteria for the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site
as defined by Performance Measure 85-ER-003. .

Please request a meeting with the Environmental Protection Agency, the Colorado Department of
Public Health and Environment, the Department of Energy, Rocky Flats Field Office, and Kaiser-
Hill to discuss the document and obtain conceptual agreement on the NFA strategy.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please contact at

Enclosure:
--As Stated
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'Decision Criteria for RFETS

No Action/No Further Action .
oo " " September1, 1995

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

It is the understanding of the undersigned that the No Action/No Further Action (NFA) Decision
Criteria presented herein will be used as guidance for determining which lndlv:dual Hazardous
Substance Sites (IHSSs), Source Areas (SA), Operable Units (OUs), or Areas o Concem (AOCs)
at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS) may becom'é’\candldates for an NFA
decision. These- NFA decision criteria meet the requnrements set fénq’“m;t e Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation; and Liability Act/gé’r%o (CERCLA Fasramended by the-
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986°(SARA). Further*-'these &gﬁtena provude
a process for fulfilling the site-closure requirements’ under thes. Resource Conservatlon” ‘and
Recovery Act (RCRA), as administered through the Colorado Hazardous Waste Act (CHWA ) for
those RCRA-lead IHSSs. ltis also the understanding of. the undersugned that this document may
be amended as required by changes in the regulatory envxronment aras the NFA process evolves.
.f - \., ol

APPROVED BY THE RFETS QUALITY ACTION TEAM:

U.S. Department of Energy

U.sS. Enwronmental Protection Agency, Regnon Vlll : Date

b aso-u
SRR

N TP R o ez o e s
Bttt ek et Date T TITIREHT RS TA LT S

Colorado Depan"
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

AQC Areas of Concern _

ARAR Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement . jj‘/

BRA Baseline Risk Assessment y o //”

CAD/RQOD Corrective Action Decision/Record of Decxsnor}} g pn
CDPHE Colorado Department of Public Health and Enwronment i ) o
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensatlon and : Llabmty Act '
CHWA Colorado Hazardous Waste Act @l‘. T “'k.,.;--’
CHWR - Colorado Hazardous Waste Regulations’;«‘"

COC . . Chemical of Concern T \

DOE Department of Energy T ) .

EPA Environmental Protection Agenfe;"":i' ‘ ““\

ERA Ecological Risk Assessment FONG \"' .

ERAM Ecological Risk Assessment Methodoioqy Yo

HI Hazard Index /"/ J }’

HQ Hazard Quotient,ﬁh_ JACE

IAG ; nteragency Agreement ' '

NFA Justlf catlon"Document

Operable Unlt

PotentlabChemacal of Concern

Programmatlc Preliminary Remediation Goal

, élsk Assessment Guidance for Superfund ]
Risk-Based Concentrations

RCRA Resource Conservation & Recovery Act

RFETS Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site

NFA_DOC.RVS — DRAFT i
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RFI/RI RCRA Facility Investigation/Remedial Investigation
RME Reasonably Maximum Exposed
SA Source Area

SWMU Solid Waste Management Unit

™ Technical Memorandum
UTL Upper Tolerance Limit -
VOC Volatile Organic Compound /
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Presented in this document are No Action/No Further Action (NFA) decision criteria and NFA
dec ision documentation requirements to be used as guidance for‘dete}mnmg the»?pphcabrhty

of an NFA decision to sites (e.g., Individual Hazardous Substance Srte 4 U SSs] Source Areas

The NFA decision process presented within this document meets the substantlve requrrements

™
to support an NFA remedy selection for a Corrective ACth(‘l Decrsron/Record of Decision

- < ~(GAD/ROD): 1n-addition, .administrative.requirements: fon coordlnatlon of. NFA decisions with the ... ... oo s

CAD/ROD process and with RCRA closures at/RFfETS a_re dtscussed 1n thxs document.

Individual steps within the NFA decision procesewhrch have been consohdated in this
document have ailready been successfully used at RFETS and have been referenced from EPA
Guidance Documents, the Interagency Agreement and EPA and CDPHE RFETS specific

guidance (e.g., letters). The steps rn order of performance can be summarized.as foilows:

/ ) _
1. Conduct source evaluatron {with avarlable data/rnformatlon) If a review of historical

re!ease mformatron/data reveal that no exrstmg source can be found, the exposure

contammantsource 1s the only element of an mcomplete exposure pathway that can be

e : >
addressed wnt ’ 3ertak|ng a full risk assessment.

" Conduct a backoround comparison. If a review of historical release information/data
: £
% .indicates that & ‘contaminant source may be present, an IHSS, usually as part of an OU,

|II undergo a background companson A background comparison is performed o

, 'drstlngursh between constituents that are associated with site activities and those

assocxated with background conditions. If medium-specific environmental data collected

from an IHSS are shown to be at or below background levels for inorganic chemicais,

NFA_DOC.RV8 — DRAFT iv
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and no organic chemicals are detected in that medium, that IHSS may become a
candidate for NFA.

N
3.7 7 "Conduct a risk-based screen. The purpose of conducting a risks based screen is to

reduce the number of IHSSs that are-required to undergo a CERCLA/ aselme risk

assessment. For OUs currently in the RFI/RI procegs,)huma'nkhealth;r\tsks have been ,_

e, r:ﬁ-\\— o

screened using the COPHE conservative screen. Human health nsks for future lHSS

/n/

\ N,
evaluations will be conducted using the screemng level rlsk évaluation- mltlated whlle
. ) s
developing the IHSS risk-based prioritization methodology Ecological nsks are’

screened using Tier 2 of the Ecological Risk Assessment process If an IHSS or source
.area passes both the human health and ecologlcal rlsk based screens then that lHSS

becomes a candidate for NFA. Coe

4. Perform a Baseline Risk AssessmenJBRA) The BRA consasts of a human health risk

assessment (conducted on an exposure area) and an ecologlcal risk assessment )
(conducted by drainage area) 1f the results of the BRA estimate that the risks to human

health and the enwronment are wrthln acceptable levels, the IHSS becomes a candidate

e et emedy el ctlon processamust be documented to. suoporut a,NEA decision....Forthose

N RTINS T B LA o

sites not evaluated ‘as part»—of an RFl/Rl an NFA Justification Document (NFAJD) must be

4 atlon of ex1stmg information and data to support a scientifically and
legally defensxble NFA de bslon For those sites evaluated within an RFI/RI Report or a Letter
Report (i.e., areport generated as part of the CDPHE conservative screen), an NFAJD is not

ne'cessary In these cases rationale for an NFA decision will be provided in an NFA Decision

Thlsguldan'ce is intended to make the NFA decision making process simple and clear.

Similarly, NFA documents should be as concise as possible. Defining the NFA decision making

process should rely on existing, easily obtainable data.

NFA_DOC.RV8 — DRAFT v
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Objectives
/ 7
fn &7
The purpose of this document is to present guidance for formal approval by the Colerado

Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) the U S. Envrronmental Protection
Agency (EPA), and the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) for lmplementmg the process for
determining those sites (e.g., Individual Hazardous Substance Sltes [IHSSs] Source Areas
[SAs], Operable Units [OUs], Areas of Concern [AOCs]) at the Rocky Flats Environmental

Technology Site (RFETS), Golden, Colorado for which a NomActlon/No Further Action (NFA)

.-decision-is applicable. Various processes that meet the. substantive requirements in support of

NFA remedy selection have been consohdated in this document to support adoption of NFA

Corrective Action Decisions/Records of Decrslon (CAD/RODs) at RFETS

S

Presented in this document are NFA decision crrtena and requrrements for NFA decision
documentation that ultimately can be used |n the preparatlon of a CAD/ROD or in a RCRA
closure. Administrative requrrements for coordmatlon ‘of NFA closures at RFETS are discussed
briefly in the Sectlon 3. O on NFA decision documentatlon The primary benefits for having a

preapproved NFA decrsron process include the' followmg

N .

*
\

. Accelerate IHSS dec.sxonmakmg and closures by not having to redevelop the NFA

process—for'each e, v
/ff;”/ e
. “Track the status’o successful closures at RFETS more accurately on an IHSS-by-IHSS

/- basis. Each IHSS, SA, AOC, or OU that has been accepted for an NFA decision will
=+ document that no-unacceptable risk exists in that area, which will provide support for the
", eventual closure of RFETS.

7"flEliminate"’ﬁegative cost and schedule impacts. Once an area has been accepted for an
.. NFA decision, any work that is scheduled to occur within that area (e.g., routine
< _Z7_monitoring or maintenance) should not require afl the paperw&rk or'the personal
protective equipment that would be needed in a contaminated (real or suspected) area.
This would save time, money, and reduce the amount of waste generated.

NFA_DOC.RV8 — DRAFT 1
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. Limit the number and length of documents to be produced, thus reducing review time
and cost of document production.

. Accelerate cleanup at RFETS by allowing resources to be directed at high priority sites.

1.2 Regulatory Basis for NFA Decisions / g

&

On January 22, 1991, the DOE, the CDPHE, and the EPA entered into a tri-party-agreement

(Interagency Agreement [IAG]), as directed by the Comprehensive 'Environ.mental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the col:rective a'ction section ofthe Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), for the manag'ement of Rocky Flats Facility cleanup.

ThlS agreement was made to ensure that: ( ) envrronmental lmpacts associated with past and

n e e

present activities at the Rocky Flats Slte would contlnue to be thoroughly lnvestrgated (2)
appropriate response actions would be takeri; and.(_3) response actlons would-be completed as

necessary to protect human heaith, welfare, and the environment. - This framework identified

~ the necessity ofjoint environmental regulatory processes to fulfill the requirements of PCRA

and CERCLA. The |IAG ldentlfed the requnred methodology for remedial actions, permit -
modifications, closures, and correctlve actlons for cleanup at Rocky Flats. This NFA decision:
criteria document expands on the site- specn"c methodology for making NFA decisions at
RFETS, usrng.the regulat_ory guidance pro:yr_ded by CERCLA and RCRA.

1.2.1 CERctA ouidance

Sectior 117 of CERCLA as amended by SARA of 1986, requires the issuance of decision
documents for remedial actions taken pursuant to sections 104, 106, 120, and 122. In
response to these regulatlons the EPA developed Guidance on Preparing Superfund Decision
Documents (EPA, 1992) and a Quick Reference Fact Sheet entitled Guide to Developing
Superfund No Act/on, Interim Action, and Contingency Remedy RODs (EPA, 1991a). EPA has
also produced a Record of Decision Checklist for No Acfion(EPAT undated) to aid in the
development of NFA decision documents and in the process of obtaining an NFA decision.
EPA OSWER Directive 9355.0-30 (EPA, 1991b) was written to clarify the role of the baseline

risk assessment in developing Superfund remedial alternatives and supporting risk

NFA_DOC.RV8 - DRAFT 2
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management decisions. These documents are the basis upon which this current NFA decision

criteria document for RFETS is built.

From the NFA Quick Reference Fact Shéet (EPA, 1991), a no-action decrsron ma'épe

warranted under three general sets of circumstances:

1. When the site or a specific problem or area of the snte (e.q. fan operable unlt oran ,
IHSS) poses no current or potential threat to human health or the envrronment (a no-
action decision); lé,‘ 5 4 -

2.

3
further-actlon decrsron)

&

/_ . 1
EPA (1992) defines no action as "no treatment englneenng controls or institutional controls.”
Ved u S »e e

Remedial alternatives that include solely mstltutlonal controls are, not considered "no action."

An alternative may include momtonng and still be consndered-’n,o action.”

L £ S
OSWER Durectlve 9355.0- 30 (EPA 1991b) states~that~ "If the baseline risk assessment and
the companson of exposure concentratlons loc chemlcal specific standards indicates that there
is no unap eptabl_e risk to human health or the environment and that no remedial action is

e, e

* warranted, then the CERCLA Sectron 121 cleanup standards for selection of a Superfund

| 7
A RCRA rrectlve action is used to clean up hazardous waste or hazardous waste

conatltuents're(eased from-any solid waste management unit (SWMU) at a-permitted-facility, as- -

codlfed in 42 USC 6924 section 3004(u).

NFA_DOC.RVS — DRAFT 3
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The State of Colorado was authorized, by the-EPA, to. manage hazardous waste requirements
within its boundaries through the Colorado Hazardous Waste Act (CHWA). CDPHE, through its

Hazardous Material and Waste Management Division, promulgated regulation in 6 CCR 1007-3
AN

for the proper handling of hazardous waste and constituents. The Corrective Action Program
::‘ﬁ‘ ,u.::

risk assessment methodology and the use thereof in maklng correctlve action dec:srons for
_hazardous waste generator facilities that are regulated by the CHWA and its implementing
- .regulations. (Co!orado Hazardous Waste Regulations [CHWR]) The methodology identiflesa =

three-step screen approach for evaluatmg correctrve actlon ata SWMU Thus screen deals

solely with hazardous constltuents xdentlfed |n CHWR regulatlons 1007—3 section 261.

- The first screenis a comparison to background and/or detect:on hmrts Exceeding the
detectlon limits or background !evels (both defned in thlS guudance) would requ1re screening
steps two and three. SWMU or/ re!ease sntes that meet the levels prescribed in the criteria

identified are conSIdered "c!ean" and correctlve actxon would not be necessary.

('tv B e = \-'ﬁ—)/

&

! addrtzon‘”the July 27 1990 Federal Regrster pmpesec 40-CFER-§264.514, . which.presemts. 8w s memm

mechanism by. Wthh a permtttee may request a permit modification to effectively terminate

/"“‘k.
further requnrements at

Ja

CRA facxhty where no further action is justified.

For'/lHSSs that have interimlstatus under RCRA, the c!oeure process is defined within
correspondence to DOE from CDPHE (1992). Substantive requirements were to be included
as part of an IM/IRA and Closure Plan combined document for public comment. However, for
NFAs an H\;t./_IRA may not be requrred In this case, the Closure Plan could be included as a
combmed Proposed Plan/Closure Plan for public comment. In this situation, modn‘catron of the

CHWA Permit for Rocky Flats may have to proceed as a separate process after the CAD/ROD

NFA_DOC.RVS — DRAFT 4
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is adopted. For interim status units (e.g., IHSSs) RCRA Clean Closure Certification by an

independent engineer is a requirement for NFA.

1.3 Exposure Pathway—Generic Site Conceptual Model

4

potential risk to human health or the environment exnsts ln order for a publlo heal‘th or

environmental threat to exist, a complete pathway for exposure must exist between a snte and a

receptor. Individual components of an exposure pathway from the generic site conceptual
model for the No Further Action Justification Document for Rocky Flats Plant Low-Priority Sites
(Operable Unit 16) (DOE, 1993) are shown in Figure 1.

e N
- N .

‘\:,,

An exposure pathway is defined as "a unlque mechanlsm by Wthh a populatlon may be
exposed to chemicals at or originating from the srte" (EPA 1989)‘ As shown in Figure 1, a
credible exposure pathway must. lnclude 3 contamlnant source a release mechanism, a

transport medium, an exposure route and a receptor These individual'’components of an

exposure pathway are defined as follows f T
. /__( L free

. Contamlnant Source A contamlnant source includes contaminants and/or
contamlnated enwronmental medla associated W|th hlstorlcal operatlons/occurrences at

gRele‘as“e mechanisms are physical and chemical processes by
/Wthh contamman'" are‘released from the source. A conceptual model identifies
-primary release mechanlsms which release contaminants directly from the IHSSs, and
se condary release mechanisms, which release contaminants from environmental
/& media. /o
. p !
. Retention orTransport Medium: A retention or transport medium is one into which
7 “contaminants are released from the source and from which contaminants may be
released to a receptor (or to another medium by a secondary release mechanlsm)
anary transport media include air, soil, surface water, groundwater, and biota.

LT e,

Exposure Route: An exposure route is an avenue through which contaminants are
physiologically incorporated by a receptor and include inhalation, ingestion, dermal
contact, and external irradiation.

’

NFA_DOC.RVS — DRAFT 5




. 'No Action/No Further Action

Decision Criteria for RFETS ' Septermber 1, 1995

CONTAMINANT

Chemicals in Source

SOURCE
RELEASE Leaching _ Advection
Wind Dispersion Dispersion
MECHANISMS Surface Runoff Adsorption
, L eachate Seepage Degradation
: Volatilization
Air
RETENTIONOR |- soiysediment
TRANSPORT ~ Surface Water
MEDIUM . Groundwater
L ' Biota
EXPOSURE ingestion
(nhalation
ROUTE Dermal Contact

|

ki
RECEPTOR

" External Irradiation

RFETS
Human Receptors
Ecological Receptors

Figure 1. Exposure Pathway--Generic Site Conceptual Model

NFA_DOC.RVS - ORAFT
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. Receptor: A receptor is a population affected by contamination released from a site.

Potential human receptors for contaminants in IHSSs.at RFETS include workers and
visitors. Environmental receptors include flora and fauna. Offsite receptors could
- include residents or agricultural workers.

&

If an exposure pathway lacks any of these components, it is not comple%" thet'ls no risk, and

NFA is warranted. However, if an exposure pathway is com’ﬁlete ang% 'can be considered if

uMe ted in Sectxor{?

'({,

documentation requirements for making an NFA determmgtlon >

,,,..\

NFA_DOC.RVS — DRAFT 7
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2.0 CRITERIA FOR NFA DECISIONS

The regulatory process for dispositioning a site suspected of contamination can be long and

complex. However there are severa! points in this process at which an |HSS, SA AOC or QU

(\

can be recommended for NFA. Criteria have been developed for each d 16{1 point to

determine whether or not sufficient information is avanlable"to protec{ human eathand the .
environment. Figure 2 shows these NFA decision ponnts The remamder of thls sectlon whrch

is organized according to Figure 2, describes the crrterla to be met at each decxsron pomt

et

N

2.1 Source Evaluation

The first step in evaluatmg a siteis to determlne what sources of contammatron if any, remain
in an IHSS. If no existing source can be found ‘the exposure pathway is incomplete and the
IHSS can be recommended for NFA. Lack of contamlnant sourCe is the only element of an
incomplete exposure pathway that can be addressed wnthout undertaking a full risk -
assessment. The remaining components of an exposure pathway (release mechanisms,
retention or transport mednum exposure route and receptor) are all evaluated during the risk

assessment process RO {

/

TR REA crltena for demonstratmg a'lack’of contaminant'sourceraressite Specific. - Historicalk - m mmemcs

information must be- revrewed to determme whether or not an NFA decision may be appropriate

‘:":v-

at an early stag’e—oFa snte in stlgatlon NFA justification can be accomplished using minimal
fnvestfgatzon and charactenzatxon resources if adequate historical release information and data
are avallable addmonal enwronmental sampling may not always be necessary. If it appears
that an existing contammant source is lacking in an IHSS, an NFA determination may be made

W|thout the need to coltect additional environmental samples (Decision Point 1).

NFA_DOC.RVS — DRAFT 8
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Decision
. Point 1

Decision
Point 2

Decision
Point 3

Conguc: Source

(Section 2.1}

—y

Review of
historical release
information/data are
sufficient to determine
tack of contaminant
saurce

Yes

Y No

Ccllec: environmenial data
-z2nd. conduct.a.Backeround o fa s e e

Resuits of
Sackground comparison
ingicate no source

Conduc: a risk-Dased scresn on
chemicais cetecied in IHSS/SA

Svaluation on IHSS
—~—

_—"“ processes, then prepare a No-Action

——3® 2maining in an INSS could not exceed

y < 2y R -
Comgansion (Sectien 2.2) — racare a No-Actien Jusiificaton

{ a previous removal aciicn has ramoved
a cantaminant source frem an IHSS, then
crepare a No -Funiner-Acticn Justificaticn
Document.

It a contaminant source nas teen removed
from an tHSS through natural agenuation

Justification Document.

If historical release iniformationidata
indicate that any concantrations

tackground, then pregare a No-Action
Justification Doccument.

If historic reiease infcrmation/data
B indicaie no relezsge ¢izurres. then

Document

Prepare a No-Actic
.ustiiication Doc_...em

(Section 2.3)

N Y N <|

if a CCHPE conservauyve scraen s Uuseg o
Ceterming no nsk. precares 2 No-2cien Jecisicn
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Decision
Pgint 4
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As seen in Figure 2, an NFA recommendation, at Decision Point 1 may be made in at least three
circumstances, where a lack of contaminant source is indicated. These clrcumstances have -
already resulted in successful NFA determinations for [HSSs at RFETS. The final No Further
Action Justification Document (NFAJD) for OU16 (DOE, 1993) descrloes these cnrcumstances

& /

which are demonstrated in the following examples:

1. In IHSS 185, a 1986 4-gal solvent spill was cleaned up lmmedlately, usmg'a commercial: -
absorbent. This solvent was not detected in subsequent groundwater sampling. Based
on this evidence and additional physncochemrcal rationale, no action was warranted for
this IHSS. \ e _ R

2. In early 1980, 155 gallons of antifreeze, containing 25 percent ethylene glycol, were
__released from Building 708 through a buried culvert (IHSS 192) into Walinut Creek. A
fate and transport degracation model run using the physicochemicai characteristics of*
ethylene glycol indicated that it was completely degraded through natural attenuatlon
resulting in an NFA decision for thls [HSS.~ >
3. A 1879 break in a steam condensate line dlscharged steam condensate water
...-containing low levels of tritium onto a paved area (IHSS 194). Tritium levels in steam:
condensate water samples were within background activity levels, considering the half
life of tritium and the time since the discharge; no action was warranted.

i £
: {

As with the [HSSs in OU16, this type of NFA determination may be useful for evaluating IHSSs

Aln the lndustrial Area atwRFETS However, if adequate historical release information and

-current- envrronmental data.are. not avallable to.make an NFA determlnatlon an lHSS would

R TR 41\;: S i

progressed to the next step in the process which could include scoping the site investigation to

obtain addxtlonal data.._\

g

2.2i' Background Cdmparisons

s
g

If a revrew of hlstorlcal release information/data indicates that a contaminant source may be
present anTl:-ISS usually as part of an OU, will undergo a background comparison. A
background comparrson is performed to distinguish between constituents that are associated
with site activities and those associated with background conditions. If sufficient data are

available, a statistical methodology is used to conduct the background comparison (i.e.,

NFA_DQC.RV8 — DRAFT 10
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potential chemicals of concern [PCOC] identification) for nonanthropogenic compounds. A five- .
phase methodology (Figure 3), used to determine if an inorganic constituent exceeds
background levels, was developed and approved by DOE, EPA Region Vill, and CDPHE ‘This
methodology is*detailed in the Human Health Risk Assessment Method%/’ogy for/RFETS (DOE,

1995a) and EG&G Interoffice Correspondence (EG&G, 1995) In addition;, examples of the

application of background comparison at RFETS can be foundrn the® _fe ’Eé\crfc letter reports..
for OUS (DOE, 1994a) and OUS (DOE, 1994b). e /

In a statistical background comparison, PCOCs are de'termi‘nfe‘di on an OU-wide basis-for each
environmental medium. Organic chemicals are assumed tdlbe:nfl?a'n-made and are not
compared to background. Professional judgement usi.ng sp‘atial temporal or pattern-
recognition concepts, must be applied to ensure the background data set is ‘appropriate for

- comparison to the OU data set (for example geologrc conditions should be considered). if
appropriate background data sets are not avarlable (such as’ W|th OU3 lake sediments), a
welght of-evidence approach may be used to provrde background benchmark values.
Professional judgment must also be used to |dent|fy IHSSs or OUs where analyte- or medium-
specific data are.insufficient to run statlstrcal background comparisons (e.g., in data sets with
limited sample srze or great/er than 80% nondetects) In these cases, it may be more
appropnate to use only the Hot Measurement Test (i.e., the maximum detected concentration of

e e e <30k analytedsucompared to the background,99% upper. tolerance.limit.[UT Legeel-for that.analyte), .. vseeesomanimaa.

asa backgrounc companson \
’._.7‘

If medrum specific envrronmental data collected from an [HSS are shown to be at or befow
background levels for i rnorganrc chemicals, and no organic chemicals are detected in that
medlum (Decision Pomt 2), that IHSS may become a candidate for NFA. If PCOCs are
|dentlf'ed for an. IHSS ‘the data must be analyzed using the risk-based screening processes

descnbed in Sectron 2.3.

- "

e ™
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' [ Hot Measurement Testj

|
y
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!y‘ No
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Less than 20%
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and Background; Site
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At
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Analyte Considered
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Analyte Not
Considered 3 PCOC

Figure 3. Background Cémparison/PCOC Selection
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2.3 Risk-Based Screening of Chemicais

An |HSS having PCOCs (inorganic and/or organic), as indicated through a background
comparison described in Section 2.2, must undergo a risk-based screenlng of chemlcals before
it can be recommended for no action. The purpose of conductrng a nsk based screen is to
reduce the number of IHSSs that are required to undergo a CERCLA basehne rrsk assessment
Human health risks are evaluated using either the CDEHE conseryatlve screen (Section 2.3.1)
or a screening-level risk evaluation (Section 2.3.2); ecologicai risk's are scree‘ned using' Tier 2 of

the ecological risk assessment (ERA) process (Section 2.3.3). ;

2.3.1 CDPHE Conservative Screen = |

The CDPHE conservative screen was developed-by the State ofColoradoto ensure that the
requirements of RCRA are met. The CDPHE conservative screen was incorporated by DOE,
EPA and CDPHE into the data aggregatlon process used in human health risk assessment
(HHRA) for RFETS. This screen is one method used by DOE EPA, and CDPHE to make
decisions regarding no action, voluntary correctlv_e_actxon, or further analysis through an HHRA.
A CDPHE colnservative screen is conducted in accordance with the guidance provided in the

Human‘Hea/th Risk Assessrnent Methodology for RFETS (DOE, 1995) and shown in Figure 4.

in the CDF’HE conservatlve screen 'SAs are delineated that contain organic PCOCs above
reportlng llmlts and/or\lnorganxc PCOCs at concentrations above the arithmetic mean plus two
standard devratrons of the background data. An SA consists of one or more IHSSs that are
grouped together based on historical use, site characterization, PCOC types and

concentratuons, affected media, and rates of migration.

—

The CDPHE conservatrve screen is considered conservatrve based on the following

requ1rements of the process:

NFA_DOC.RV8 —~ DRAFT ‘ 13
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Perform Background Comparison to identify PCOCs

|
1A

Delineate Source Areas - A source equals any area
in which chemical levels exceed:
= Detection limits for organic constituents

» Background mean plus two standard deviations for inorganic constituents.

v

Caliculate the RBC ratio sum for each Source Area

m n
RBC ratio sum = 3 b
j=1 =1

Maximum concentration or activity i

RBCij

o i': PCOC: el LT T T ] G fmmian B e eie Mt aBent  w EAL b e et am s age.
1. j =Medium . o v

RBC = risk-based concentration

-
Y

Apply COPHE conservative scregn decision criteria

Y Y 7
. Ratio Sum <1 1< Ratio Sum<100 Ratio Sum 2 100
) . : - .

Y

Assess dermat
exposure

Y Y Y

: Continue Potential Early
No Action HHRA Process Action
Define AOCs:

one or more Source Areas grouped
spatially in close proximity

Y

Prepare the COPHE
Conservative
Screen Letter Reoort

Figure 4. COPHE Conservative Screen
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. The risk-based concentrations (RBCs) ratio sum for each SA is.calculated using the
maximum detected concentration for an analyte, rather than the 95% upper confidence
limit used in CERCLA risk assessments.

. The chemical- and medium-specific RBC is calculated assuming direct resrdentlal
exposure, rather than an exposure scenario more appropriate to 'the srte -Land use
recommendations made by the Rocky Flats Future Site Workrng Group (1995) primarily
include open space use for the buffer zone and envrronmental technology (industrial/
office) use for the industrial area; future onsite resrdentral land use was'not
recommended. '_f‘_ TN : N -’

N

. The RBC is calculated using a carcinogenic rrsk of 10E-6 and a noncarcmogenlc hazard

quotient of 1.0, rather than using the 10E-4 to 1OE 6 risk range used in CERCLA risk

assessments. S

-~~~ «-The residential-scenario.is-based.cn. exposur.e.ass.um'ptions: and standard defaults. ... ... .

factors provided for the reasonably maximum exposed (RME) residential receptor;
CERCLA risk assessments also provrde rlsk estlmates for the central tendency
(average) receptors. N R T

7 “\ - r..A.";v--t'.

. The COPHE conservative screen includes data for soil samples collected to a depth of
12 feet in the surface soil calculations, rather than sorl from the O- to 2-foot interval,
which is more typical of CERCLA HHRAs

The c'hemical specific ratios'are summed for each-medium, with carcinogenic ratios summed
separately from those analytes causrng noncarcxnogemc effects. The ratio sums for each

medlum are then added to get a total sum ratlo for an SA. The ratlos are compared to the

CDPHE conservatlve screen dec:smn crrterla used to desrgnate source areas as candidates for

no action, for‘/fu/rtheiegtuatron in the HHRA or for possible early action (Decision Point 3).
Source areas with ratio, sums Iess than 1 may become candidates for NFA pending an
evaluatron of the risk assocxated with potential dermal contact. For source areas with ratio
sums between 1 and 100 and greater than 100, DOE may evaluate the source area further in
the HHRA and/or pursue a voluntary early action alternative, respectively. A CDPHE )

conservatlve screen letter report is prepared to summarize the results of this screen and is

use__d as a reference -document to justify-a=NFA:decision.

Those |HSSs or SAs within an OU that do not pass the COPHE conservative screen are

grouped into areas of concern (AOCs) for further evaluation in a HHRA. "‘AOCs are defined as

NFA_DOC.RVS — DRAFT - 18
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one.or more SAs grouped spatially in close proximity that have historically simitar waste

streams (i.e., similar PCOCs).

2.3.2 Screening-Level Risk Evaluation:

»

A
During July 1995, Rocky Flats Future Site Use Working Gr’c{up 2(1995): presented final land use..
recommendations to the Rocky Flats Local Impacts lnltratrve DOE CDPHE and "EPA. '

tu\ L~

general, this group of local RFETS stakeholders recommended that the buffer zone remain as
open space and that the industrial area be used for enwronmental technology (commercral/

| industrial). This recommendation supports the Jefferson Coanty Board of County

. Commissioners resolution requesting that the buffer zone remam open space. Beca’use no

plans exist for onsite residential development the use of the CDPHE conservatlve screen is nNo

already undergone and passed the CDPHE conservat:ve screen’ as part of an ongoing RFI/RI

process, thesescreenmg resultsw:ll,be»used as Justrfcatlon for making NFA recomr_nendatlons. '
, s S

e A

e A /-
A sitewide, screenlng -level £|Sk evaluatlon has recently been developed as part of a new, risk-

based ranklng process to prlorltlze IHSSs at RFETS (RMRS 1995) This screening-level risk
evaluation’ W|ll be completed usrng all currently available data for surface soils, subsurface soiis,

T Eand ground water Where applrcable ”dél&lk:d risk-assessments.for. QUs. willbe utilized.,.. ... wovm oz

‘ The site-wide :’,Si evaluatxon will use the office worker, construction worker and open space

scenar;osand evaluat\th most‘llkely exposure pathways. The exposure scenarios were-

chosen to conform to the fi nal recommendations of the Rocky Flats Future Site Use Warking

Group (1995) and to d|scussrons held among EPA, CDPHE, DOE, and EG&G in February

The office worker scenario represents exposures to surface soils for most of the work force and
represents risks in the industrial area. The open space scenario is used for surface soil

exposures in the buffer zone, because this is the recommended land use. The construction

NFA_DOC.RVS — DRAFT" ‘ 16
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worker scenario represents exposures to subsurface soil and the risk associated with the

frequent excavation work and soil disturbances that occur at the site.

Under currently expected land uses and agreed upon exposure scenanos there are no
exposures to ground water unless it surfaces in seeps, streams or ponds The open space
scenario represents the most probable future exposures ln the buffer'zone Therefore the _
open space exposure scenario was chosen in order to conservatrvely estlmafe potentlal rrsks to
the public from ground water. For this evaluation, it is assumed that maximum concentratrons
of chemicals found in ground water represent the hrghest potentral concentratrons to which an
open space user might be exposed at a seep or other surface water location. The maximum

. ..concentrations. are compared to open-space surface water progra;r__nm_.at‘i‘c. 'prv_e‘(ir_nrn_aryﬂrerhedial’_ B :
goals (PPRGs) to estimate risk. This is a conservative comparison,_~ because ooncentrations will

tend to be reduced by natural attenuation. - -

The process for conducting the screening-level rlsk evaluatron is detailed in the Final-
Implementation Plan for the FY35 Performance Measure Environmental Risk Prioritization
(RMRS, 1895) and shown in Flgure 5./

A ratio wi.Il be computed by dividing all inorga'nic analyte concentrations greater than the
e background and all detected organlc analyte concentrations greater-than the. appropnate
PPRG by the appropnate PPRG The resulting ratio will approximate a rough order of
magnrtude nsk (| e.a ratlo of100 wrlI approximate a rough order of magnitude cancer risk of
10E- 4) AII constltuents wrth a ratlo greater than one will be carried through the evaluation.
Areas where constrtuents do not have a ratio greater than one wiil be assigned to the low
prlonty c!assrfcatron and will later be evaluated for data sufficiency or potential no action

closure*

ST e ST L N e -
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Extract data from RFEDS

2

Conduct background comparison, using UTL

A
} Compare data above background to PPRGs |-

Map PPRG exceedances and relate to [HSS;
' AQC, or as a hot spot. :

B R e W S O U ekt He e s sstmoan N
AR Ity T ] e e O e it s Geen st oo et B o arr oo
. o “LL ey B R T L S R P PR N
N A e PR AT TIRNI ttet, AFDs et 4t a5

Y

(Compute ratio for each constituent by |

appropriate PPRG

Y
Evaluate IHSSs with PPRG ratios less
than 1 for NFA determination

Figure 5. Screening-level Risk Evaluation ~
NFA_DOC.RVS ~ DRAFT 18



“ L T

No Action/No Further Action

**Décision Criteria for RFETS . e esE-Ganteber 1, 1995

Using the recent information from ongoing characterization activities and risk assessments, plus
the results of the screening level risk evaluation, a substantial number of IHSSs and SAs may
be identified where no action may be required. These sites will be categorized as potentlal NFA
areas on the prioritization list. These will be evaluated further to ensure, that suft’c:ent data are

/—tb/

PN
available to pursue an NFA determination, with the concurrence of DOE- EPA and CDPHE.

In summary, the CDPHE conservative screen will be used to make no action decnsuons on those
IHSSs or SAs that have already passed the screen. For IHSSs that will undergo risk-based

screening in the future, such as in the Industrial Area, the screenmg -level risk evaluation will be

the tool used for determining whether or not an NFA recommendat_;on is warranted. Regardless

of which HHRA screening tool is used for an IHSS or SA, a Tier é"ERA screen must also be
., / . R R N :
conducted and passed before it can be recommended for NFA. :\ -

‘o Vi

2 N e PN

2.3.3 Ecological Risk Assessment"fier 2 Scr‘een Lo ‘
: ' ,(‘ /

A N &
. < o

. ,( i A"’
After an IHSS or source area passes the CDPHE conservatxve screen, it must then pass a

screemng level ERA before |t can become a candldate for an NFA decision. This screening

*Superfund sﬂes (EPA 1994) To ease. the preparation.of . ERAs. at REETS, a sitewide, . .. ... .

ecolog(cal r«sk assessment methodology (ERAM) has been developed which is consistent with

The‘-frst two steps of thé EPA process, which is shown in Figure 6, are used to provide a
screenlng -level rlsk assessment that is intended to allow risk assessors and managers to
assessment is to detect whether a significant ecological risk exists at the site. A risk does not
existunless: (1) the stressor (a physical, chemical, or biological entity [EPA, 1992]) can cause

one or more adverse effects and (2) it co-occurs with or contacts an ecological component long

NFA_DOC.RVS —~ DRAFT ' 19
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Perform background comparison to identity PCCCs

T

Y

Delineate Source Areas - A source equals any area

* Detection limits for organic constituents
» Background mean plus two standard deviations for inorganic constituents.

in which chemical levels exceed:

!

Assembie list of PCOCs and maximum
concentrations (PCOC max) for source

areas

Develop Site-Specitic Exposure

-+ |. Pathways Model and_ identify,. . . ..
potentially complete exposure
pathways and potentiaily affected -
‘groups. T -

Develop screening-level

PCOCs

.. ecotoxicological benchmarks for

e ‘ ~ " *as'a Tier 2.ECOC

-~ . Repeat for= ot
| each PCOC %>

R _each _f_riedium i )
Is PCOCmax NG < PCQOCis
for entire ERA notan

benchmark? ECoC _

PCOC is included

Are any
PCOC max .
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Source area is
candidate for
No Action

Continue with ERA

Figure 6. Screening-Level ERA
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enough and at suificient intensity to elicit the identified adverse efiect (EPA, 1994). In Step 2,
risks are estimated by comparing maximum analyte concentrations with screening-level
ecotoxicity benchmarks. This step, which is also part of Decision Point 3 shown i in Figure 2,is
used to evaluate whether or not the site preliminary screening is adequate to determine if an

ecological threat exists (EPA, 1994).

Subsequent steps of the EPA methodology are more detailed and are’ aimed at refning risk g
estimates and determining site-specific cleanup goals If none of the PCOCs are present at

ecotoxic concentrations, the site is considered to present a negligibie or de minimis-risk and a

_ more detailed quantitative risk assessment is not warranted (EPA 1994)

EEY

The ERAM was specifically designed as guidance for'conductino‘ ERAs at RFETS. This site-
specific gmdance contains the necessary mformation to accomplish the first two steps in the:

EPA guidance. Specific RFETS gurdance documents include

. ERAM Technical Memorandum No 2 (TMZ) SiteWide Conceptual Model (DOE, 1995b),
which helps identify env:ronmental stressors and the potentially complete exposure
pathways that will become the focus of the-ERA (DOE, 1995b); and

. ERAM Technical- Memorandum No:-3 (TM3), Ecological Chemicals of Concern
Screen/ng Methodology (DOE, 1995c), which describes a tiered screening process for

identifying chemicalsat potentially ECOLOXIC COMCOMFALIONS ittt ahemsgrs oot e o om e o

Tier 1 descrlbes the screening process used in the background comparison stage. Tier 2’
descnbes the actual screening of PCOCs and comparison to benchmarks with the subsequent

generation of hazard quotient (HQ) values. The HQ is the result of the exposure estimate

’ dIVlded by the benchmark The screen is conservative because it assumes that receptors are

continuously exposed to the highest concentrations detected and evaluates potential toxicity to

indiwduals'and not adverse effects to popuiations or communities.

" . -
e

At the screening stage, the HQ approach is used to estimate risk by comparing site-specific
estimates of exposure to ecotoxicological benchmarks. It should be assumed that the receptor

will spend all of its time in areas of maximum PCOC concentrations. Also, the PCOC content of

-
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all food consumed by the receptor will be assumed to be equal to the maximum concentration
for that particular medium. (Note: The HQ used in the ERA is different than the HQ used in the

HHRA to report noncarcinogenic effects of chemicals on humans.).

area are below 1, the screen indicates that none of the PCOCs are present at potentlally

o—

ecotoxic concentrations and should not be subjected to further analysrs in Tler 3
in summary, an IHSS or SA that fails to pass any of the screenlng criteria described in this
section will be grouped with similar IHSSs or SAs into an area of concern (AOC) and wrll
undergo a CERCLA baseline. risk assessment (HHRA and/or ERA) as described in. Section, 2 4.

24  CERCLA Baseline,RiskAssessm‘ent

b P e
BT VY H

CERCLA as implemented by the. Nl‘CPV"zestabllshes the oljerall approach for determining |
appropriate remedial actlons at Superfund srtes The overall mandate of the Superfund
program |s to protect human health and the en\nronment from current and potential threats-
posed by uncontrolled hazardous substance releases To support this mandate, EPA
‘developed the Rlsk Assessment Gurdance for Superfund (RAGS) (EPA, 1989a and 1888b), -

which addresses both the: hu\man health and ecological risk assessments in Volumes | and I,

respectrvely” Wthln re lnvestlgatlon reports, baseline risk assessments provide an

evaluatlon of the potentral th "‘to human health and the environment in the absence of any

re_medlal action. The baseline risk assessment (BRA) therefore consists of a human health risk-
LONFS g

a‘ssessment (HHRA)},a‘hd an ecological risk assessment (ERA). .

-
“\.«—-«

The rlsk assessment methodology used at RFETS has been jointly adapted to this site by DOE,
el T g

EPA CDPHE and EG&G from EPA gurdance RFETS guidance to the HHRA process is

provided in the Human Health Risk Assessment Methodology for RFETS (EG&G 1995). The

methodology for conducting an RFETS ERA is based on the Ecological Risk Assessment
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Guidance for Superfund: Process for Designing and Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments
(EPA, 1994). Site- specnfc gundance for conducting ERAs is provided in Ecological Risk
Assessment Methodology for Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (Vertucci etal.,

19995). . /;"‘..-'-'7
‘ /’?X'i'3>‘ ,/,/_ e

Vv '_:i ) )

_2.4.1 Human Health Risk Assessment Methodology ,/ .= RN

/ : WA

2

As established in Section 2.3, an AOC must undergo a BRA if it does not pa\s"s through the risk-
based screen. Figure 7 briefly outlines the steps taken in conducting an HHRA, which consist

of the following elements:

. Identifying COCs

. Developing exposure scenarios i ~

. Describing fate and transport models

. Calculating intake factors

. Conducting a toxicity assessment

. Conducting a risk characterization

. Analyzing uncertainty in the HHRA 4
. Documenting human heaith risks in.the BRA. -~

i e

An RFI/RI report includes both a summary of risks for a site and a list of recommendations.

However, the final decxsnons on whether or not a site will be recommended for NFA or if a

remedial actxon IS warranted is made by the risk managers from DOE, EPA, and CDPHE.

Below are a few guldel~ s i ._makmg these-risk-management.decisions.

/. -
1. AnIHSS, AOC, 6r ou is a candidate for an NFA decision if the carcinogenic risk
. estimated using the exposure factors for the appropriate receptor(e.g., open-space
’ recreational user, office worker, construction worker, resident) is 10E-6 or below and
the noncarcinogenic hazard index (Hl) is below 1.

2. An IHSS, AOC, or OU may become a candidate for an NFA decision if the carcinogenic
© - - risk estimated,-usingthe-exposure factors.for the appropriate receptor (e.g., open-space, _ . o
" recreational user, office worker, construction worker, resident) is between 10E-6 and
10E-4, the noncarcinogenic Hi is between 1 and 10, and neither risk managers nor
stakeholders can provide nonrisk-based justification that a remedial action is warranted.
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Evaluate data

-
y

Identiify PCOCs
|

Conduct risk-based chemical
screen

v

Identify COCs; submit list to
agencies for concurrence

[
ki

Develop exposure scenarios; submit exposure
- --assessment to agencies for concurrence

I
Y

Develop Fate and Transport models; submit

A TS

modeling descriptions to agencies for concurrence

Calculate chemical intakes
+

e e g CONAUCE tOXICIty aSsessment

[

Y

Conduct risk characterization
[

Summarize uncertainty in risk assessment

|
Y

. .Document risk assessment resuits in the RFI/
Rl report; submit to agencies for approval

POVER

Figure 7. Human Health Risk Assessment Process
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OSWER Directive 9355.0-30 (EPA, 1991b) provides guidance to support the above criteria:

"Generally, where the baseline risk assessment indicates that a cumulative site
risk to an individual using reasonable maximum exposure assumtions for either

- - current or future land use exceeds the 10* lifetime excess cancer risk end-of the
risk range, action under CERCLA is generally warranted at the site. For sxtes
where the cumulative site risk to an individual based on reasonable maxlmum
exposure for both current and future land use is less’ ‘than 10, action'generally is
not warranted, but may be warranted if a chemxcal specific standard that defines-
acceptable risk is violated or unless there are noncarcmogenlc effects or an
adverse environmental impact that warrants action. A risk manager may alsa.
decide that a lower level of risk to human health is unacceptable and that
remedial action is warranted, for example, there are uncertainies in the risk
assessment results. Records of Decision for remedial actions taken at sites
posing risk within the 10 to 10 risk range must explain why remedial action is
warranted.”

2.4.2 Ecological Risk-Assessment Methodology

If data from a given [HSS or source fad to pass a Tler 2 ecologzcat evaluation (HQ >1 for any
analyte), the data are evaluated usung aTier3 ERA screen, which is basically equivalent to the
concentration/toxicity screening conducted.during the HHRA. A Tier 3 ERA is a much more
cdmprehensive evaluation of ekposure pathways and a more accurate method for estimating

exposure than a Tier 2 screening-level ERA. The Tier 3 exposure estimation includes methods

.that account for factors that modify the frequency, duratlon and mtensnty of contact between a

ALEOR TP B PE

receptor and the contammated medla Tier 3 evaluation results in a list of chemrcals that are

subjected to. more detalted analysrs in the ecological risk characterization.
s :

pid

ERA‘ risk characterization integrates the exposure assessment and the effects assessment. |t
includes a description of risk in terms of the assessment endpoints, a discussion of the
’ g .

ecological signifcante of the effects, a summary of the overall confidence in the ERA, and a

drscussnon of possrble risk management strategles Flgure 8 presents the ERA process used

fon s Rt u.r’VJ; e

" at RFETS. -
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Risk characterization for each ERA study area involves quantifying exposure by using site-
specific data and exposure models and compering this exposure to dose-response information

from the scientific literature. Risk characterization also. involves interpretation of biological tests

(e.g., toxicity tests, benthic macroinvertebrate studles) to determine any, measu aﬁ% ecologicat™

effects of the chemical stressors. ’ ‘ £

interpreting the different types of data can be a major task and frequent commumcetion ‘

‘-)- 2

between scientists from DOE, EPA, and COPHE is essen&tzlal todefens:ble risk charactenzatlon
Because no solid criteria exist for determining ecologlcal}ﬁsk* g;%gggfnal judgment will be

used at this step in the NFA process. There should bé- agreement on the mterpretatlon of site-
specific data, the exposure assessment, the results: otecologlcal efie{‘qifstﬂdxes and the

strength of the evidence linking dose-response % easuredeﬁects, and’site COCs.
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3.0 NFA DECISION DOCUMENTATION

A recommendation for an NFA decision for a site (i.e., IHSS, SA, AOC, or OU) is presented to
DOE, EPA, and COPHE as either an NFA- Justtfcatxon Document (NFAJD) or ag;/ﬁ\F-:A Decision
Agreement (NFADA). Documentation justifying the NFA decision prog__%SRmust accompany an

NFA recommendation to support a CAD/ROD. determlnatlon 350 haractenzgfs of sites,

part of an RFl/RI an NFAJD must be prepared to present an.__evéluatlon of existing information

and data to support a scientifically and legally defensnble NFA demsuon

data are avaﬂable to perfor{n'béckground comparisons and/or a risk-based screening of

chemlcals An evaluatlon of data quality should be included in the NFAJD to determine whether

An exampfé/table of contents for an NFAJD is pre'séntéd as Table 1. The table of contents wil
be modified, as necessary, to meet site-specific needs.. It is also intended that all NFAJDs be
as brief as possible, including only the necessary and sufficient information required to support

a scientifically and legally defensible decision.
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Table 1. Generalized Table of Contents for an NFA Justification Document

1.0 INTRODUCTION

11 PAurpo'se of Document
1.2 Background Information

2.0 FIELD INVESTIGATION

2.1 Site Investigation Objectives, including DQOs
22 Site History and Available Data 3

2.3 Investigation Activities
2.4 Data Quality and Usability

3.0 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS

31 Surface Features

3.2 Geolcgy
3.3 Hydrogeology
3.4 Ecology

s B
4.0 NATURE AND EXTENT OF'CQNTAMINATfON I_/'I"-‘

4.1 Source Evaluatlon FARE '
4.2 r, Site Conceptual Model " K '

: REFERENCES
LiSWZQEiTABLES
LIST OF FIGURES

LIST OF APPENDICES
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3.2 NFA Decision Agreements

NFADAs are intended to coordinate the results of the substantive and technical requirements

£
(i.e., NFA decision criteria) with the administrative and legal requirements of the;CAD/ROD
YiaN
N

process. After a NFAJD is completed and approved for a given site, an. FADA should be

prepared to document EPA, CDPHE, and DOE agreement onka sele & ed emedy NFADAs can
SETEETEIN <

-

Under these circumstances, NFAJOs are not required. ENFADAs will include a Memorandum of

Understanding, with signature lines for EPA, COPHE, and D\?Econcurrence

\- .

NFADAs are intended to be "place keepers." A snte_ can: be placed on hold ‘with an NFADA until

mend closure of several sites in-one

the preparation of a Proposed Plan, which may re“"

CAD/ROD. Proposed Plans can be developed for mdnvndualisltes groups of sites, OUs and

unrelated sites, depending upon the tlmlng of any glven closure or closures being pursued.

Because NFADAs will be used to. prepare Proposed Plans the format for an NFADA should be

similar to that of a Proposed Plan, Appropnate gurdance (e.g., EPA/CERCLA, IAG) for

preparatlon ‘of Proposed Plans is currently avallable therefore no table of contents or

addxtlonal _urdance is provnded for preparatlon of NFADAs within this document.

correspondence to DOEf ,DPHE (1992). Substantive requirements were to be included

as pa of an IM/IRA andrClosure" Plan combined document for public comment. However, for
NFAs an IM/IRA may not be requlred In this case, the Closure Plan could be included as a

comblned Proposed Plan/Closure Plan for public comment. In this situation, modification of the

mdependent engmeer is a requnrement for NFA.
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